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So I have seen some cases where Fish

and Wildlife people have worked in
partnership and in a symbiotic rela-
tionship with the landowners. This has
made a huge difference, because when
you get the landowners on board, when
they are with you and they understand
what you are trying to do and they un-
derstand you are not out to get them,
some great things can happen for the
wildlife. So I have seen it that way.

I have seen it on the other hand too.
I have seen arbitrary behavior where
the Endangered Species Act has been
used as a club: my way or the highway.
You guys do not have any rights, we
are going to shove it down your throat.
When that happens, you find that the
landowner is forced to choose between
a species and his livelihood, and the
landowner usually is going to choose
his livelihood. The Endangered Species
Act, often unnecessarily, forces the
landowner to make this choice, and
when this happens, everyone loses.

f

ANNOUNCEMENT OF INTENTION TO
OFFER MOTION TO INSTRUCT ON
H.R. 2646, FARM SECURITY ACT
OF 2001

Mr. TANCREDO. Mr. Speaker, pursu-
ant to clause 7(c) of rule XXII, I hereby
announce my intention to offer the fol-
lowing motion to instruct House con-
ferees tomorrow on H.R. 2646.

The form of the motion is as follows:
I move that the managers on the part
of the House at the conference on the
disagreeing votes of the two Houses on
the Senate amendment to the bill H.R.
2646, an Act to provide for the continu-
ation of agricultural programs through
fiscal year 2011, be instructed to dis-
agree to the provisions contained in
Section 452 of the Senate amendment,
relating to partial restoration of bene-
fits to legal immigrants.

f

WELFARE REFORM AND OTHER
ISSUES IMPORTANT TO AMERI-
CANS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
BOOZMAN). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 3, 2001, the
gentleman from Colorado (Mr.
TANCREDO) is recognized for 60 minutes.

Mr. TANCREDO. Mr. Speaker, before
I give my comments tonight, I want to
take note of one individual in par-
ticular here in the room with us to-
night and those that are also here
every single night, every single day on
the floor, and they are the pages that
have worked so hard to make the oper-
ation of this House successful as it is.
In particular, one Katie Roehrick, who
I spoke to just a little earlier, I want
to especially point out and thank her
for her work and staying late in the
evenings as she does and to her mom,
Brenda, for producing such a lovely
daughter.

Mr. Speaker, there are a number of
issues with which I wish to deal to-
night. Before I begin the major body of
my presentation, I want to refer to the

comments that were made by members
of the minority party here earlier this
evening, and for at least an hour, per-
haps longer, they went on about the
concerns they have with the fact that
we have, that this body has passed and
this Congress has passed, a package of
bills that we refer to as a stimulus
package and essentially, they are
measures designed to reduce taxes on
the people of the United States of
America.
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I think, and they were concerned
about this, and they certainly do not
want, as they said, they do not want
these measures to become permanent.
They want all of the temporary tax
cuts to remain only temporary. In fact,
they are concerned about the fact that
we passed them at all. They would just
as soon that we never had passed tax
cuts.

I would like the people listening, and
also, most importantly, Mr. Speaker, I
want to address this comment to the
House, and reflect upon exactly what it
was that we had to do in order to get
Democratic support for our package,
the package that we refer to as a stim-
ulus package. I think it is very eluci-
dative. It tells us a great deal about
the difference between the two parties,
and about the way in which we do our
business here in this House. It tells us
a great deal about how we view govern-
ment and its relationship to the people.

Now, it is undeniably true that as a
result of a number of things, tradi-
tional economic downturns, the war we
are facing, a variety of other issues
have impacted negatively on the econ-
omy of this Nation. That is undeniably
true. No one argues with that.

As a result, revenues have dropped,
jobs have disappeared, and Federal,
State and local governments are hav-
ing a more difficult time meeting their
commitments because revenues have
decreased. That is undeniably true.
That is the only thing upon which we
agree.

Everybody here can agree there is a
problem. The President has articulated
the problem, and has postulated a re-
sponse and a solution. This is what sep-
arates the two parties, this philosophy
of government embodied in this whole
idea of a stimulus package, ‘‘stim-
ulus,’’ meaning to get the country
moving again.

What can we do, what is there that
the Members of this body can do, to re-
invigorate the American economy?

Now, when we presented this in the
form of a motion here on the floor, in
the form of regulations and/or laws,
here is what we came up with.

On the Republican side, we said that
the best thing that we can do as a body
is to in fact reduce the tax burden on
the people of the country and on the
businesses that employ the people of
this country, because we believe in
order to get the economy in fact stimu-
lated, as the title of the package im-
plies, we need to increase the number

of jobs that are available to the people
of the country. We have to make sure
that the government does what it can
do to make it easier for corporations,
for small businesses, to employ other
people, to sell their products and serv-
ices, and thereby prosper. We believe
that is the way to get the economy
moving again.

What did our friends on the other
side offer to this stimulus package?
What did we in fact have to include in
order to get it passed? The one pro-
posal, the one and only proposal that
came from the minority party to stim-
ulate our economy, was to increase the
length of time people could be on un-
employment compensation.

Now, we can argue for the need for
the Federal Government to increase
the length of time people can be eligi-
ble for unemployment, but that is a
separate debate. It should be a separate
debate, totally and completely dif-
ferent from the debate over what it is
we can do to get the economy moving
again. Yet, this is the only thing they
put forward, an increase in the amount
of time people could be eligible for un-
employment.

Now, I suggest, Mr. Speaker, that
that is a perfect example. I cannot
think of a better way to explain to the
American people the difference that ex-
ists between two parties, two philoso-
phies, two ideas of government.

One, because we want tax breaks, we
are characterized as heartbreakers,
cruel, or only wanting to help the
‘‘rich.’’ But as has been said often on
this floor, and certainly something
with which I agree, Mr. Speaker, I have
never personally been given a job by a
poor person. Jobs only come from peo-
ple who can afford to give jobs, compa-
nies that can afford to employ people.
And their ability to do so, their ability
to employ people, is directly related to
the costs they incur to be in business.

One of those costs, in fact, I think a
very expensive cost, is the cost of the
government. I think it is too high. I
think we interfere far too much with
the marketplace and with people’s abil-
ity to actually do business.

There are legitimate roles for the
government, undeniably, legitimate
roles in this area. But when we are
talking about trying to get this econ-
omy moving again, and then to hear
our friends on the other side of the
aisle come up here tonight and talk for
over an hour about their fear that a tax
break, that a tax cut would in some
way or other jeopardize the success of
our stimulus package, that is abso-
lutely incredible.

Actually, it is not incredible, it is to
be expected, but it is also to be re-
jected. It is a failed philosophy. We
cannot tax ourselves out of a recession.
What we can do is, of course, unleash
the power, the spirit, and the enter-
prise of the American people, and that
is what we have done. That is what this
President has requested. That is how
this Congress has responded.

We should not only disavow any at-
tempt on the part of the minority



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H1329April 16, 2002
party to retain the degree to which all
of these things were temporary, but we
should in fact move quickly to make
all of these tax reductions permanent,
and we should do so with haste and
with great pride, because it is in fact
what will get this country moving
again.

Now, it is interesting to note that al-
though we heard a number of protesta-
tions from the other party tonight
about the cost of government, about
the expenditures of the Federal Gov-
ernment, something I am sure they are
not used to actually doing, when we
consider that for 40 years this body was
controlled by the Democratic Party
and for 40 years we were in deficit
spending, and the idea of a balanced
budget was almost laughable. In fact, I
know that many people did consider it
a joke: How could we ever do that? Im-
possible. It is only right and just and
God willed somehow that we would al-
ways be in deficit spending, as long as
they were in charge.

So the idea of actually coming to the
floor and talking about fiscal prudence,
fiscal responsibility, I am happy to
hear it. I hope somehow or other those
words begin to actually take root with-
in the Members of the other side. I
hope they actually begin to listen to
what they say about being able to ac-
tually prioritize the needs of this Na-
tion in a way that allows us as a nation
to live within our means, as we all
must do, or face the consequences.

I say that that is ironic in a way be-
cause, on another note, we will be and
have been for some time and we will
continue to debate the issue of immi-
gration into the United States of
America. We will talk about the need
for immigration, and we will talk
about its impact, and the fact that di-
versity plays such a wonderful role in
the American landscape.

We will soon be debating whether or
not we should in fact be increasing the
amount of money, and in particular,
the amount of food stamps, that will be
made available to people who are here
who are not citizens of the country: an
expansion of the food stamp welfare
program. That may be up on this floor
as early as tomorrow. It is the motion
that I made earlier upon the beginning
of my comments here that I intend to
instruct the conferees, at least I intend
to bring a motion before this body that
would instruct the House conferees
that are presently in conference with
the Senate over the farm bill to not
agree to any expansion of welfare bene-
fits for people who are not citizens of
the United States.

Now, we passed just a few years ago,
6 short years ago, we passed a bill in
this body that is widely, widely accept-
ed as being a monumental improve-
ment in the area of welfare. The Wel-
fare Reform Act that we passed in this
body did a number of amazing things.
It was a sea change, if you will. It was
one of the few times that a government
reverses its policy and begins to go in
a different direction. That hardly ever

happens around here, as we know, but
it happened in 1996, and to the benefit
of literally millions and millions of
Americans, millions of Americans who
were no longer besieged, in a way, by
the plight of welfare.

I say it in that way, I couch it in
those terms, because that is exactly
what welfare is in reality, it is a plight.
It is something that we understood in
1996 to affect intrinsically, I say, in-
trinsically, the character of the Na-
tion, and to negatively affect the peo-
ple it was designed to benefit.

Welfare was always, since the begin-
ning of the country, designed or
thought of as being a very thing. For
the most part, of course, we know at
the beginning of the Nation it was
never thought of as being a govern-
ment responsibility at all; it was the
responsibility of churches and of local
communities. But we have expanded
that concept dramatically, as we all
know. We did so, I think, for the most
part for very altruistic reasons. We did
so because we believed that the people
who were more well off needed to help
and benefit those who were in need.
That is something that I think we can
all agree to.

But the whole idea of welfare was
that it was a temporary thing, meant
to get them over a particular bump in
the road, a problem they were having
in their lives that, with a little bit of
help from the government, they could
overcome and move on to self-suffi-
ciency.

But we all know, Mr. Speaker, what
happened over the course of time: it
was no longer thought of, for the most
part, as just a temporary thing; it was
thought of as a lifestyle. It became a
lifestyle for far too many, literally
millions of Americans, far too many
Americans. And it did not benefit
them, in the long run.

In a way, there is a great metaphor.
We could think about penguins who
were at one time able to fly. I always
think about this, and realize that over
eons of time, these particular birds did
not use that ability and they eventu-
ally lost it.

What we did to a lot of people was to
take away their ability to fly; in this
case, I mean to actually make their
own way in life. We took away their
self-esteem.

There have been many books, many
research papers, written on the effects,
the negative effects, of welfare on our
society. We came to that conclusion as
a majority of this body, and with the
President. After he vetoed it two
times, the past president, President
Clinton, he eventually came to the con-
clusion that it was the right thing to
do, and it was. That was to stop doing
what we were doing and begin to move
in a direction that would once again re-
flect that original attitude about wel-
fare; that is, that it was a temporary
intercession on the part of the Federal
Government or the State or local gov-
ernment, and that the worst thing we
could do was to make it a continuing
process.

So we started a new era, and almost
without exception, every State began
to see a reduction in the number of
people on the welfare rolls. Now we are
something like 50 percent below where
we were. Some States, I am told, are 80
percent or 90 percent below where they
were in 1996.

Now, a lot of people say, well, natu-
rally, it is because, of course, we had a
time of economic prosperity. But I
would refer to the many, many studies
that have been done on this issue that
have shown that heretofore, prior to
1996, it did not matter how many eco-
nomic boom and bust cycles we went
through in the country, it did not mat-
ter that the graph showed this fluc-
tuating line in times of great pros-
perity, in times of economic
downturns. It did not matter that, over
the course of time, the number of peo-
ple on welfare went up, and the eco-
nomic boom cycle had nothing to do
with bringing it down. It never came
down. It went up in good times, it went
up in bad times, prior to 1996.
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It was not the economic good times
of the nineties. After all, we only
passed this in 1996. It began to take ef-
fect maybe 1997–1998, and we had al-
ready been in a period of at least 10 or
more years of economic upturn. Why
had we not seen an increase in the
number of people employed during that
period and getting off of welfare during
the time prior to 1996, say, from about
1985 to 1996?

We did not see it because, of course,
the welfare system only encouraged
people to stay on welfare. We encour-
aged generation after generation after
generation of people to be on welfare.
It is all they knew. It is all they trust-
ed. It is all that they could actually
hope for or think about.

We actually forced a change in the
character, the national character of a
nation, an amazing thing.

So what are we now proposing in the
farm bill? We are proposing to add peo-
ple to the welfare rolls, 200,000, perhaps
more, depending upon which version of
this thing is passed by this body, if it
is passed. I suggest if history is any
guide to this, it will be far more than
200,000; but what we are saying is that
all of the things we did right in 1996 we
are going to undo, little by little here;
and we are going to start with people
who are immigrants to the country,
legal, that is true, but nonetheless in-
eligible for welfare at the present time,
ineligible for food stamps at the
present time.

Mr. Speaker, there is a peculiar thing
that we do, one of the many I guess
that we do with regard to this issue of
immigration, and that is, that when
someone comes here as an immigrant
they have to actually find a sponsor
who is willing to say and swear to the
fact that when this person comes in as
the person they sponsor, that they, in
fact, will be held financially respon-
sible so that that person coming in will
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never be a drain on the resources of the
Nation. We say that all the time. I
mean, that is every single person
comes in, they actually sign it.

Amazingly, Mr. Speaker, we do not
enforce it. In fact, there is not a mech-
anism to enforce it. We would not
know what court to go to. There is no
regulation that allows us to actually
have a pathway to do this. So it is
never enforced. Not one person, not one
person here today as an immigrant,
and some are eligible under our laws
because of economic status, but none
should be eligible because of the fact
that we have someone who said they
would be responsible, financially re-
sponsible. Yet not one person has ever
been held responsible for an immigrant
family coming here that then goes on
welfare, not one. It is a big joke, as
much of the immigration issue is a
nasty, ugly and really not-so-funny
joke. No one has ever been held respon-
sible, no one; but that is the law. They
are supposed to.

I ask my colleagues, Mr. Speaker,
should it be the business of this body
to actually reverse some of the activ-
ity, some of the benefits of the 1996
Welfare Reform Act and now begin an
expansion of the number of people who
are on welfare, in this particular case,
on food stamps, who are made eligible
for food stamps? I believe it is wrong-
headed.

I know that there are political moti-
vations for this. I understand that in
this body is what really makes things
work. That is the mother’s milk of this
organization, that is, what are the poli-
tics of the issue, and in this case, it is
pretty clear. There is a rapidly-expand-
ing immigration population in the
United States; and the hope that we
can garner their support, the political
support of these people who will soon
become citizens and eligible to vote
and even those who vote, even though
they are not citizens, and they do en
masse, believe me, fraudulently vote,
but we are all concerned about the im-
pact of this massive immigration on
our own political futures. This goes
from the White House down through
the House and Senate.

Mr. Speaker, it is fascinating, be-
cause in the Zogby poll I saw not too
long ago there was one portion of it
where they actually went to Hispanic
Americans, and in this case Hispanic
immigrants to the country who are not
yet citizens, and said there is a pro-
posal to, among other things, provide
amnesty for people coming into this
country, and would you be more or less
inclined to vote for someone who sup-
ported amnesty for someone here ille-
gally? Amazingly, a majority of the
people, Hispanic Americans, said no, I
would not be in favor of that. I would
actually vote against someone who
proposed that.

I believe with all my heart, Mr.
Speaker, that we can appeal to every
American, whether they be Hispanic or
black or Italian, as I am, or Hungarian
or Polish or whatever, we can appeal to

them all to vote for our party based on
our principles.

I am a Republican. The principles of
my party rest on less government, less
welfare, more individual freedom, a
greater degree of trust and under-
standing of the importance of indi-
vidual responsibility. That is what I
believe we can appeal to people on.

People on the other side have their
own principles and ideas, all just as
deeply felt, all principled. I do not sug-
gest for a moment that the folks on the
other side of the aisle do not feel these
things as strongly as I feel our prin-
ciples.

Let us go forward based on who we
are and what we are and ask for the
support of the people who are here in
the country; and I think, as Repub-
licans, I think we will win. Certainly
we will win our share. We will not win
every single person, but I believe we
can win our share by saying to them
that we trust you, we want you to be
part of this American mosaic, and we
want to give you the freedom to both
succeed and the freedom to fail.

That is the essence of freedom. Every
country on the Earth that has tried the
other experiment we call socialism,
that experiment that tells people you
really cannot fail, you really cannot,
do not worry, we will always make sure
you have a job even if your job pro-
duces nothing of value, the government
will subsidize it, we will always make
sure you have a home, a little apart-
ment maybe someplace, because this is
a guarantee against your ever failing.

Well, when you say to people you
cannot fail, you also say to them, well,
you cannot succeed; and the greatness
of America is the fact that here we do
say to everyone or at least it is the
promise of America that you have this
great opportunity. The great oppor-
tunity is to succeed even beyond your
wildest imagination, and yes, you may
fail, but that is an important part in
the process, and to fail does not mean
it is all over. It means you start again
on a new path.

That is what I consider to be the
American way. That is what I consider
to be the promise we should hold out to
everyone coming into the United
States and to people who have been
here for all of their lives, that we give
them both the freedom to succeed and
the freedom to fail.

There is an immediate allure I know
to going up to people and saying we
will protect you from failure, we will
make sure you cannot; and we will hide
any of the negative from you, but to
fail as a system cannot work like this,
and they have failed all over the world.
It is only our system that now shines a
light as a beacon really to the poor and
impoverished of the world as to how we
can improve the lives of everyone.

The poorest American for the most
part lives even a better life than most
of the people in the Third World. The
poorest American has a better life
today than most people in the world. I
say in the world because, in fact, the

Third World populations dwarf those of
the rest of the world and so, in reality,
the poorest American still lives better
than most people in the world.

That is an amazing thing. It is an in-
credible thing, and of course if you are
here and the only thing against which
you judge it is what your neighbor has
you feel impoverished, and I do not
mean for a moment that we should not
do everything we can to make sure
that everyone in the United States
does not move as quickly as they pos-
sibly can toward economic self-suffi-
ciency, but welfare is not the way to do
it.

It is more often than not a political
ploy. It is a political carrot we dangle
in front of people for their votes, but it
is in a way as destructive to them as a
drug that we put in front of them. Wel-
fare is a drug that once injected be-
comes addictive. We recognize that.
This is what I am saying now. What is
amazing to me is that we came to this
conclusion as a body, as a country just
6 years ago. Yet here we are talking
about expanding the number of people
eligible for, in this case, food stamp
benefits; and again I say it is simply
for political reasons.

The issue of immigration is one with
which we must deal; and it will be in-
teresting to see tomorrow, Mr. Speak-
er, if we do bring this motion to the
floor to instruct conferees. It will be
interesting to see how all the people
who stood on the floor tonight to talk
about fiscal discipline, the importance
of not spending more than we take in,
it will be interesting to see how they
vote on this $2 billion proposal, an ex-
pansion of welfare.

My guess is that most of them will
vote to expand it. Regardless of the fis-
cal implication of this country, it real-
ly does not matter. I would bet, Mr.
Speaker, that most of the people on
this floor would vote for it even if it
expanded welfare by $20 billion, by $50
billion, because the issue is not fiscal
responsibility at that point. It is poli-
tics. It is votes. How many votes can
we buy with welfare; and as I have told
people on my side of the aisle so often,
Mr. Speaker, we will never be able to
outbid the folks on the other side of
the aisle for votes when it comes to
handicap welfare because everything
we offer they will up the ante.

After all, it is not their money. It is
just the people’s money. Why not buy
votes with the people’s money? It is
not yours, and that is in fact what we
are doing here when we expand welfare.
It is, in fact, what we are doing when
we expand the number of people that
can come into the United States. It is
exactly what we do when we try to stop
organizations of our government from
actually enforcing the immigration
laws, because we want for the most
part, many people here want more peo-
ple coming into the country. Why? Be-
cause they want diversity? Because
they have some sort of altruistic feel-
ing? No. No, sir. I do not believe that
that is the case.
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I think for the most part, this is my

feeling, Mr. Speaker, I believe that
what we are talking about here is the
most crass politics. I see it as verbose.
I see the people coming in as potential
voters that I know want to retain
power and even if you have to buy
them off to do so, through government
programs and services, some people
will do that.

There is a great danger to this coun-
try from massive immigration, both
legal and illegal. It is on many fronts.
One is, in fact, the economic implica-
tions of massive immigration. For
many, many years, immigration was
thought of as one of the things that
drove the economic engine of this
country, and we still talk about it in
that way. We still talk about the need
for labor, especially low-cost labor.
People on my side of the aisle espe-
cially talk about the need for low-cost
labor and the importance of, in fact,
keeping the engine running with those
folks, and therefore, the need for mas-
sive immigration.

For a long time, Mr. Speaker, I think
that that was a legitimate argument.
When the country was going through
the industrial revolution, it was in des-
perate need of low-cost labor. That was
necessary for the accumulation of cap-
ital and for the eventual development
of our system.
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And there were horrendous examples
of the excesses of the time, sweat shops
and the like. Nonetheless, a case could
be made for the need for massive num-
bers of low-cost, low-skilled workers. I
suggest, Mr. Speaker, like everything,
the economics of this changed dramati-
cally and that the impact today of
massive numbers of low-skilled, low-
wage workers is actually negative on
the country.

I know that there are people who will
disagree with me, recognizing as I hear
all of the time from certain industries
that they could not run their business,
a lot of ski areas in Colorado, talk
about the fact that they cannot find
enough people, they have to rely on im-
migrants; and they know that most of
them are illegal.

Here is an interesting concept put
forth by a Vanderbilt professor, and I
will characterize it in this way. Mas-
sive immigration of low-skilled work-
ers privatizes profits and socializes
costs. That means that there are unde-
niably a number of people who do prof-
it as a result of having a lot of low-
skilled people working for them. They
do in fact have greater profits in that
regard because you can pay lower
wages. But on the other side, there are
costs to society. There are costs for
schools, costs for streets, hospitals,
costs for social services, including wel-
fare. What we have found is that the
cost of immigration, especially for low-
skilled, low-wage people are higher
than the profits they return, higher
than the benefits that they provide in
terms of taxes, higher than what they

actually turn in in terms of their own
tax revenues.

Low-wage, low-skilled workers natu-
rally pay less in taxes, naturally. Many
of them, of course, are paid in cash be-
cause they are illegal. They are here il-
legally. So there is an advantage to the
employer who can skirt the law by pay-
ing the employee in cash, thereby
avoiding all kinds of employment
taxes, and to the employee who takes
it in cash who therefore does not have
to pay taxes on it, does not have to ac-
count for it or fill out any forms. So a
huge amount of money, a huge part of
this economy, is a cash economy from
which the government receives abso-
lutely no revenues.

For those people who then in fact do
pay taxes, they are people who pay a
low level because naturally they are
low-skilled, low-wage earners. Most
pay none. Even if they are filing, they
do not really pay taxes with the excep-
tion of sales and use taxes, but they
pay no income taxes for the most part.
But the costs of society are significant.

The cost of adding each new person
to a community is about $1,500 and
that is the first year, taking into ac-
count all of the things that have to be
put in place for that additional person,
streets, houses, all of the infrastruc-
ture. It is not economically viable; it is
no longer something that pushes the
engine of the economy. It is a drain on
the economy. It is a governor, if you
will, on the engine, on the speed of the
engine.

It does in fact benefit certain people,
undeniably true. The hotel owners in
the resort areas in my State are bene-
fited by having low-skilled, low-wage
people come into the United States
seeking jobs that perhaps no one else
would take. That is what we always
hear. But what we do not hear is the
rest of that line, jobs no one else would
take for the price I am paying this per-
son. Well, it is true that perhaps they
will have a harder time getting other
folks to take those jobs, but it is not
true this is an overall economic benefit
to the Nation.

The numbers are staggering. In a re-
cent article, and I should preference
this by saying at the height of the im-
migration wave into the United States
in the early part of the 20th century,
we saw about 200,000 people a year com-
ing in. That was only for 2 or 3 years,
and after that it went down. That was
tops. That was at the heyday of immi-
gration into the country. Today, about
a million come in legally. We do not
know how many come in illegally.

Mr. Speaker, here is an interesting
article that appeared recently in World
Net Daily. It says in Cochise County,
Arizona, the U.S.-Mexican border is the
most heavily used corridor for illegal
alien traffic on America’s southern
border, and the numbers of unauthor-
ized immigrants smuggled across the
porous border dumbfounds the imagi-
nation. As of October 19, 2001, the U.S.
Border Patrol had apprehended 158,782
illegals. That was in 2001. By the Bor-

der Patrol’s own admission, it catches
one in five and admits that around
800,000 have slipped across the border
up to that point in time. Local ranch-
ers who have been watching the border
for several generations strongly dis-
agree and estimate that the agency
nets one in 10. Estimates are that in
2001, over 1.5 million unlawful immi-
grants crossed into America in what
the Border Patrol people called the
Tucson sector. The numbers are stag-
gering. It is growing dramatically.

Mr. Speaker, please understand, we
are not just talking about people from
Mexico or South America; we are talk-
ing about people from all over the
world coming through Mexico.

This article goes on to identify the
many people coming through that bor-
der illegally from the Middle East. A
Border Patrol spokesman stated that
the other than Mexican detentions has
grown by 42 percent. Most of the non-
Mexican immigrants are from El Sal-
vador, but they have picked up people
from all over the world. Arabs have
been reported crossing the Arizona bor-
der for an unknown period, and border
rancher George Morgan encountered
thousands of illegals crossing his ranch
on a well-used trail. He talks about an
incident where he saw literally hun-
dreds on his property one day. They
were all Iranians, 100 Iranians, coming
across the border. This article goes on
to detail that particular phenomenon.
That is to say that just because we
have a porous border in the south and
we talk about the danger that that
poses to America from an economic
standpoint, please understand that
there is another danger that it poses to
America, and that is a very vital part
of this discussion, and that is the dan-
ger to our national security that is as
a result of our porous borders, that is
as a result of the fact that we do not
care.

Mr. Speaker, we do not care who
comes across. We are afraid of actually
putting into any sort of order our bor-
der control efforts. We are afraid of it.
Why are we afraid? How can this be,
Mr. Speaker? That after 3,000 Ameri-
cans were killed by aliens, people who
came here from other countries for the
purpose of doing harm, some of them
here illegally as a result of overstaying
their visas, how can we say that we
turn a blind eye and that we do not
care about the fact that these borders
are porous? How can we continue to en-
courage people to come across those
borders illegally? How is it that we can
be so cavalier about what I consider to
be one of the most important aspects of
our national sovereignty, the establish-
ment of, the protection of, the defense
of our borders.
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Is it really passe? Is it really out-
dated for me to stand on the floor of
this body and this House and plead for
the protection of our borders, the de-
fense of our borders? Is that really that
odd? How is it that we can look at this
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whole phenomenon and not reel by the
impact made when we understand the
fact that every day, literally thousands
of people are crossing our borders with-
out our knowledge, certainly without
our permission. For the most part, I
am sure that their intentions are be-
nign. But whether their intentions are
simply to take a low-cost job that no
one else will take or their intentions
are to do something more evil, the fact
is that the impact is negative on the
country, negative from an economic
standpoint and negative from a na-
tional security standpoint.

This body has failed to produce a sin-
gle piece of legislation, both the House
and the Senate together, failed to
produce a single piece of legislation
which will significantly increase the
security of the people of the United
States as regards the borders. We have
done a great deal to improve our abil-
ity to respond to the threats of terror-
ists in Afghanistan, in Iraq maybe
soon, in the Philippines, in the Repub-
lic of Georgia, the many other nations
where we have identified tentacles of
the terrorist threat Al Qaeda. We have
done a marvelous job. It is to the credit
of this President, this body, the Con-
gress of the United States and more
importantly to the people, the men and
women who serve in the Armed Forces,
that we have been able to accomplish
what we have been able to accomplish
since 9/11. But it is not enough, Mr.
Speaker.

We have one primary responsibility
here in this body, one thing that is
more important than making sure that
we fund health and human services ac-
tivities, education activities, transpor-
tation and all of the other budget bills
that we deal with. Something more im-
portant than that is the protection of
the life and property of the people of
this country. We shirk that responsi-
bility if we do not pay attention to our
borders, if we do not get some sort of
hold on our own immigration policy
and become a real nation. Because a
real nation has borders. It defends
them. It determines who comes across
them to the best of its ability. It expels
people who come across illegally. We
laugh at that. We wink at it. It is a
joke.

Let me tell you, Mr. Speaker, we will
not be laughing the next time we have
an incident. God forbid that another
event occur in this Nation that we can
attribute to the evil intent of people
who come here from other nations and
who sneak across or come across le-
gally and stay beyond what they
should or who lie to us for telling us
why they are coming in. All those peo-
ple coming in illegally, we have a re-
sponsibility to do everything we can to
protect the American citizens by de-
fending our borders. Do not shirk this
responsibility, I beg my colleagues. It
is our primary responsibility. God and
the American people will judge us for
our actions.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida (at the re-
quest of Mr. GEPHARDT) for today and
the balance of the week on account of
official business.

Mr. THORNBERRY (at the request of
Mr. ARMEY) for today and April 17 on
account of a death in the family.

f

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Ms. WOOLSEY) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:)

Ms. WOOLSEY, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. LIPINSKI, for 5 minutes, today.
Ms. NORTON, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. PALLONE, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. DINGELL, for 5 minutes, today.
Ms. CARSON of Indiana, for 5 minutes,

today.
Mr. STRICKLAND, for 5 minutes,

today.
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. WELLER) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:)

Mr. HANSEN, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. MORAN of Kansas, for 5 minutes,

today.
Mr. WALDEN of Oregon, for 5 minutes,

today.
Mr. GRUCCI, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. KIRK, for 5 minutes, today.
(The following Member (at his own

request) to revise and extend his re-
marks and include extraneous mate-
rial:)

Mr. SCHROCK, for 5 minutes, today.
f

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. TANCREDO. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 11 o’clock and 14 minutes
p.m.), the House adjourned until to-
morrow, Wednesday, April 17, 2002, at
10 a.m.

f

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 8 of rule XII, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

6188. A letter from the Assistant to the
Board, Board of Governors of the Federal Re-
serve System, transmitting the Board’s final
rule—Truth in Lending [Regulation Z; Dock-
et No. R–1118] received April 5, 2002, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Financial Services.

6189. A letter from the Secretary, Federal
Trade Commission, transmitting the Com-
mission’s final rule—Guides for the House-
hold Furniture Industry—received March 21,
2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Energy and Commerce.

6190. A letter from the Secretary, Federal
Trade Commission, transmitting the Com-
mission’s final rule—Guide Concerning Fuel

Economy Advertising For New Auto-
mobiles—received March 21, 2002, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Energy and Commerce.

6191. A letter from the Secretary, Federal
Trade Commission, transmitting the Com-
mission’s final rule—Guide For The Rebuilt,
Reconditioned, And Other Used Automobile
Parts Industry—received March 21, 2002, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce.

6192. A letter from the Secretary, Federal
Trade Commission, transmitting the Com-
mission’s final rule—Rule Concerning Disclo-
sures Regarding Energy Consumption and
Water Use of Certain Home Appliances and
Other Products Required Under the Energy
Policy and Conservation Act (Appliance La-
beling Rule)—received March 21, 2002, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Energy and Commerce.

6193. A letter from the Acting Director, De-
fense Security Cooperation Agency, trans-
mitting notification concerning the Depart-
ment of the Air Force’s Proposed Letter(s) of
Offer and Acceptance (LOA) to the Taipei
Economic and Cultural Representative Office
in the United States for defense articles and
services (Transmittal No. 02–05), pursuant to
22 U.S.C. 2776(b); to the Committee on Inter-
national Relations.

6194. A letter from the Director, Inter-
national Cooperation, Department of De-
fense, transmitting a copy of Transmittal
No. 08–02 which informs of the intention to
sign the Future Air Capabilities Projects
(FAC) Memorandum of Understanding (MOU)
between the United States, France, Ger-
many, and the United Kingdom, pursuant to
22 U.S.C. 2767(f); to the Committee on Inter-
national Relations.

6195. A letter from the Director, Inter-
national Cooperation, Department of De-
fense, transmitting a copy of Transmittal
No. 07–02 which informs of the intention to
sign an Amendment to the Memorandum of
Understanding (MOU) between the United
States, the United Kingdom, Canada, and
The Netherlands concerning the Cooperative
Framework for the System Development and
Demonstration (SDD) Phase of the Joint
Strike Fighter (JSF) Program and the Neth-
erlands Supplement between the United
States and The Netherlands, pursuant to 22
U.S.C. 2767(f); to the Committee on Inter-
national Relations.

6196. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State,
transmitting certification of a proposed
Manufacturing License Agreement with
Japan [Transmittal No. DTC 12–02], pursuant
to 22 U.S.C. 2776(d); to the Committee on
International Relations.

6197. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State,
transmitting certification of a proposed
Manufacturing License Agreement with
Japan [Transmittal No. DTC 027–02], pursu-
ant to 22 U.S.C. 2776(d); to the Committee on
International Relations.

6198. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State,
transmitting certification of a proposed li-
cense for the export of defense articles to
India [Transmittal No. DTC 168–01], pursuant
to 22 U.S.C. 2776(c); to the Committee on
International Relations.

6199. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State,
transmitting certification of a proposed li-
cense for the export of defense articles or de-
fense services sold commercially under a
contract to Japan [Transmittal No. DTC 032–
02], pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 2776(c); to the Com-
mittee on International Relations.

6200. A letter from the Inspector General,
Railroad Retirement Board, transmitting
the semiannual report on activities of the
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